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ABSTRACT

Many efforts to implement a results-based framework for
public programs have been marred by confusion about terms and basic
definitions, and difficulty in identifying appropriate results and
performance measures. This guide is intended to help planners identifying
program results and indicators and tie them to an established planning,
budgeting, and management system in funding for public education and other
children's projects. The guide presents key characteristics of an effective
results and indicators list, important steps in developing this list, and
potential problems that a jurisdiction may face in establishing results and
indicators and collecting data to measure them. Part One of the guide
discusses the movement toward results-based accountability and presents the
rationale for connecting results to budgets. Major shortcomings of current
budget systems are outlined as well as the task of selecting results and
indicators in the context of an overall strategic shift to a results-based
system. Part Two defines basic terms and creates a common vocabulary. This
part describes a results and indicators list not only as a product, but as a
process that creates a framework for fundamental change in the way that
jurisdictions allocate resources. This section concludes with key
characteristics of an effective results and indicators list that are used to
inform discussion in the rest of the guide. Part Three raises nine key
implementation questions that jurisdictions need to ask in order to build a
politically credible, sustainable, and dynamic process. The section draws on
the experiences of several states, counties, and cities to illustrate
problems, choices, and solutions. The guide's brief concluding section offers
a summary of main points. Contains 19 references. (LBT)
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,PREFACE ; S o _

Public financing for education and .an array of other chlldren s services has become a topic of

significant interest and pohhcal concern. Growing skephc1sm among a critical mass of American’

voters and taxpayers has fueled doubts about-the ability of government to solve problems and

provide basic supports and services that enhance the quality of life in their communities. Many'

believe government is too big, that it’s too expensive, and that it doesn’t work very well. A
Despite steadily increasing public expenditures for health, education, welfare, human
services, and public safety over the past two decades,-seemingly intractable problems: persist.

" Nearly a quarter of the childrén in the U.S. are poor and live in families and communities that are

unable to meet their basic needs. Schools have :become increasinigly expenswe but student
achievement has not matched the rising costs and dropout rates remain unacceptably high.

Health care costs continue to go up;.yet many Americans can’t get the services they need, and -
- with each 'passing year their health care dollars buy less. Criminal justice demands a -
© dramatically -increasing share of public ‘dollars—for pohce officers, judges, and Jalls—but ay

neighborhood streets don’t seem any safer. .
Voters have spoken clearly. They want more for the1r money—-more and better, services,

’ Ayes but also balanced budgets and cuts in income and property taxes. After more than a decade

of chronic deficits, they want government at all levels to operate more effechvely and efficiently.

. They.don’t want to dismantle government, but rather they want government to meet Vital pubhc' :
- needs and make a'more visible difference in their lives.

Elected officials and other policy makers have responded to pubhc concern and

 dissatisfaction by focusing more explicitly on the results of the programs and initiatives that they.
" develop and fund. Reformers have sought to redefine the missions' of pubhc programs and-
agencies, to modify how services are delivered, to measure how well government programs and

agencies are performing, and to feed information about ‘performance.back into -planning,
budgeting, management, and accountablhty systems. While the federal government’s National

. . Performance Review and its initiatives to “reinvent government” may be the most prominent
" examples of this focus on results, there are countless other efforts at the state and local levels that
.span the divisions of 1deology, political party, and the execuhve and leglslahve branches of

. government. - , Co
Focusing on results is parhcularly important for programs and pohc1es servmg children and" .

their families. The future well-being of the nation is obviously tied to children’s healthy

o development Yet policy makers and citizens alike may be inclined to reduce their commitment

to critical supports and services without strong evidence that these investments yield results that

. _society cares about, such as healthy children, chlldren succeedmg in school, strong families, and

safe homes and neighborhoods. -

Unfortunately, many of the efforts to xmplement a results framework—for public programs
. generally, as well as those targeted to children and their families—have been marred - by

confusion about terms and basi¢ definitions, insufficient political understandmg and support, the
difficulty of identifying appropriate results and .performance measures, and the challenges of
overhauling existing planning, budgeting, and management systems. Policy makers trying to
implement results-based systems have. enthu51ast1cally set out in many-different d1rect10ns, but

‘often without a particular destination or a map to help them get there. . :

' The Finance Project, established. by a consortium of national . foundanons conducts an ;- -
- ambitious agenda of policy research and development activities to improve the effectiveness,
efficiency, and equity- of public financing. for education and other children’s services. Among
‘these efforts, is assisting with the' important work of achieving and measuring - important .
* . outcomes for children, their families, and the communities in which they live. To guide its work

ot
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in this area, The Finance Project created a Working Group on Results-Based Planning, Budgeting,
Management, and Accountability Systems. : S
- Under the direction of the working group, a Strategy Map for Results-Based. Budgeting was
designed-as a road map for those desiring to incorporate results in their planning and budgeting
systems. The Strategy Map defines results, indicators, and performance measures and offers a
framework for choosing them. It describes the products and competencies required for designing
and putting into place a results-oriented budgeting system and discusses lessons from existing
initiatives to define, measuré, and achieve results. It suggests how to build political and
community support, how to reallocate resources and tie them to results, how to integrate results-
based budgeting into-an existing budgeting process, and ‘how to avoid common pitfalls. . It serves
as a framework for a series of papers and-tool kits for creating.results-based planning and
budgeting systems that are under development by The Finance Project: -a guide to results and
indicators, a guide to performance measures, a tool kit on ‘children’s budgets, -and a paper
presenting a cost-of-failure/cost-of-bad-results prototype and analysis.
This paper, A Guide to Selecting Results and Indicators, is one of the tools that the Strategy Map
spawned. It draws on the experiences of several states, cities, and counties to help guide others

through the tasks of identifying results and indicators and tying them to an established planning, -

budgeting, and management system. It lays out key characteristics of an effective results and

+ indicators list, the important steps in developing this list, and the potential problems that a

jurisdiction may face in establishing results and indicators and collecting ‘the data to measure
them. _ - : '

The paper was prepared by Atelia I. Melaville, an independent consultant who has
researched and written extensively on strategies to improve results for children and their families.
She and I would like to recognize Bonnie Armstrong, Cheryl Bailey, Janet Bittner, Laurie
Dopkins, Randy Franke, Mark Friedman, Bev Godwin, Charles Hall, Scott Johnson, Jason Juffras,

Linda Kohl, Marge Leffler, Ted Mable,. Jacqueline McCroskey, Susan Roth, Gaye Smith, Karen -
Stanford, Marvin Weidner, Becky Winslow, Lyle Wray, and Duncan Wyse. The information that -
they provided and their helpful and constructive comments are reflected in the paper that

follows. ' '
" Cheryl D. Hayes
Executive Director
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INTRODUCTION
The. rationale for this series is played out t.housands of times each day in hospltals and

-b1rthmg centers around the country. The scene is familiar:- parents meeting their newborn . -
- child for the first.time. Despite the endless combinations of personal circumstances, cultures,
. and religious beliefs that these families represent the rush of emotions they experience is

remarkably similar. There is wonder (he’s so perfect!); anticipation (who will she be?); and,
finally, quiet determination and a profound sense of accountability. It is the moment when

- . every parent makes a silent prormse to his or her child to make sure that they have what they

need to grow up healthy and strong, and to develop their. spec1al glfts in their own umque
way.

A’ Guide to Selecting Results and Indzcators is orie in a series of working papers produced‘

by The Finance Project to help communities and governments, in partnership with families

and neighborhoods, make sure that the essential conditions of success are in place for.every.

. child. Itis aimed at the growing number of states, cities, counties, and communities ready to -
_move beyond" good intentions and vague promises to the goal of measurably improving. ..

' results.  The series begms with a conceptual overview: A Strategy Map for Results-Based

" . Budgeting: Moving -From Theory'-to Practice.’ Subsequent working' papers offer specxﬁc -

guidance to help communities. forge agreement on the results that they consider most

important and to develop the tools that they need to link decisions about budgets programs,
and policies to a politically credible set of community expectations. -

- This docurnent is the second paper in this series. It is intended; in part, to show the
hard and gritty work required to bridge the gap between a conceptual approach to results- -

based budgeting ¢ and its implementation. It draws on the stories of nearly a dozen states,
counties, and cities’ which have been going the distance on a daxly basis. While this small

‘sampling reflects mmuch of the best activity’ under way across the country, many more
* initiatives not discussed here are doing equally important work. ‘The Finance Project.

welcomes comments from readers of this series -about other initiatives and strategies, and

solutions and innovations, that might be shared in future publications. o )
_Readers will quickly note that this is not a step-by-step guide. As the experience of- '
these ]unsdlctlor\s attests, there is no one right way to go about the job of selecting results and -

indicators, or any-one set of results and indicators, that is best. But there is a great deal that

communitiés can gain from work that has already been done. The Finance Project is grateful' ‘

for the wﬂhngness of these pioneers to share what they have learned through trial and error,
as well as their successes. Their stories put life in the boxes on ‘the strategy map on page 9

and they show what is required to move from one “functional plateau” to another.

Part One of this document gives an overview of the movement toward results-based
accountability and lays out-the rationale for connecting results to budgets.* It outlines the
major shortcomirigs of current budget systems and discusses the task of selecting results and
indicators in the context of an overall strategic shift to a results-based system. Part Two
defines basic terms and creates a- common vocabulary. It describes a.results-and-indicators
list not only as a product, but as a process-that creates a framework for fundamental change
in the way ‘that ]unsdlcnons allocate resources. ~The section concludes with ‘the key

characteristics of an effective results- and-indicators list that are used to inform. the discussion
in the rest of the guide. Part Three raises nine key implementation questions that
o ]unsdlctlons need to ask in order to build a politically credible, sustainable, and dynamic -

_process.. It draws on the experiences of ‘several states, counties, and cities to illustrate

problems, choices, and solutions. A bnef concludmg section offers a ”short list” summary of

_ba51cpomts o R i} . . S
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PART ONE:

.MOVING TOWARD RESULTS—AN OVERVIEW

The movement toward results-based accountability reflects decades-long experience by states

and localities to answer some key questions: What do we want for our children? What are

the basic conditions of well-being that all children must have to make the most of their '

potential? Whose job is it to create these conditions? How will we know if we’ve got them?
And, finally, how do we pay for them?

Getting to these questions has not been easy. They have grown out of the frustratxon. '

that communities and governments at all levels have felt as they have watched seemingly

- intractable problems grow more severe.” Despite the continuing input of substantial public’

and private resources by dozens of public and private agencies, too many communities have
seen test scores and high school completion rates decline, child poverty worsen, and children
- harmed by premature parenting, substance abuse, and violence.

As they have struggled to find ‘out how they could be trying so hard and yet
accomplishing so little, states, counties, cities, and communities that are interested in reform
have come to several important realizations. - Together, these.ideas have begun to radically

change the way that we think about what we want for our children and how we de51gn,.

finance, and evaluate services.

e ' First, the most intractable problems facing our children are interrelated. Fragmented'

solutions need to be pieced together into comprehensive strategxes

"e  Second, states and communities need to focus more attention on what is happening
“to children, families, and communitiés than ‘on what agencies and programs are
doing to and for them.

e Third, govemment and pubhc agencies need to work in partnerstup with families,

: commumty organizations, and the private sector in order to set new directions and
see real improvement. '

. Fmally, we need to dec1de on the most unportant results we want for our children,

measure our success in achieving those results, and then use that know-how to make

better decisions about what we pay for.

The heart of results-based accountablhty lies in-this lest idea. If results are thi'ngs‘ that

.matter to the long-term well- -being of society, then how do we connect them to the work of - '

"actually deciding how we use our resources?

The Ratnonale for Connecting Results to Budgets

- Up until recently, most reform efforts designed to improve results for chﬂdren and families -

have focused primarily on service delivery. Much attention has been given to the elements of
effective services and supports, and the way in which existing services could be packaged

more comprehenswely in order to better meet the needs of children and families. There is
growing recogmhon however, that these changes cannot be made without. sunultaneous :

changes in the way that states and localities finance innovations and manage their budgets.

All budgeting is about dividing up available resources to do certain things. Results-
based budgeting refers to a budget process that directly connects resource allocation to
specific, measurable results selected by broad-based agreement among government and
citizens. It is a process .in which budgets are used to .drive progress and leverage
accountabxhty rather than simply to maintain the status quo.

THE FINANCE PROJECT : C g




erltatrons of Current Budget Systems
Toa large extent, our current budget systems suffer from and contnbute to many of the .
. same lumtatrons that plague service dehvery systems. Most pubhc budget processes are:

. Shortsrghted One and two-year funding cycles encourage short-term solutions. The
effects of spending decisions—not to mention the costs of failing to provide effective
-solutions to specific problems—are seldom tracked over multiple budget cycles. In-
most_budget ' offices; there is neither the time nor.the inclination todevelop
information systems that support long-term strategic planning. As a result, budget
systems do little to encourage comprehensive, long-term investments in cluldren

~ families, and commumtres N

e Fragmented A mynad of fundmg committees shepherd their own set of agencres
~  and programs through the budget process, with very little information or interest in
what one another is doing, This approach makes it difficult to make comprehensrve
and coherent fundmg decisions that maximize the impact of expenditures in grven .
* areas.

L Focused on 1nputs rather than results Current budget systems an'd their :
information systeins are designed to track how much agencies and programs spend
and what they do, rather than whether. they are making tangible unprovements in the
lives of children and famiilies. Budget departments ask if programs are well run, but ,
'the departments. have little way, of knowrng if the programs are makmg any -
difference. ] ‘ : T

Why Shifting to Results-based Budgetmg Makes Sense :
~ We ‘make budgets to make sure that we can pay our way. But the questron that current
budget systems fail to ask is: ,Pay our way to where? Our inability to answer this question
has helped to create palpable anger and resentment among citizens who feel overtaxed and .
- underserved:- 'One professional observer of attitudes toward government- comumnented ‘
recently “What drives people wild with frustratlon is the lack of responsrveness a feeling of -
being ignored, misunderstood, exploited, and ‘played upon like a_pack of fools.”> Voters
don’t just want more services for less money, they want some things done much better. And -
vthey are angry with a government that seems to offer so little help in makmg reasoned -
choices. . ' S
Elected officials are friistrated as well with “the paradox of programs claiming success -
while conditions get worse”* for too many children, families, and communities. True, there is
" every incentive for people who face re-election every two to six years to shy away from
. supporting long-term investments that might not bring any immediate political payoff But,
to a large extent, elected officials are hamstrung by the lack of strategic tools needed in order
" to make better decisions on behalf of their:constituents. Legislators too often end up micro-
' managmg because much of the information that they have at' their drsposal delivers [P
- ‘administrative minutiae rather than' cogent analysis of broad trends and emerging issues’ A .
'system of results-based budgeting can begin to supply policy-makers with the tools that they - -
. need to respond more effectively to what communities want as well as provrde them with the
: pol1t1cal support that is needed to rnake tough ch01ces : :

‘Using a Strategy Map ‘ :
If results are things that matter to the long-terrn well-being of our socrety how do we connect
them to the work of actually deciding on how we use our resources? A vanety of states and

- locahtres are explormg this question and learning from each other. 'I'heu experience

5
|
.
‘
.
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underscores the fact that moving from a system based on problems and measured by inputs
to one based on results is a complex, multi-year undertaking.

One way to:approach an undertaking of this magnitude is to devise a strategy map: a
. format that lays out the implementation of a complex effort over time. As the diagram on
_.page 9 suggests, states and localities need to move toward results-based accountability, on
several tracks, refining their competency and the sophistication of their products as they go
along. First, they must decide what results they want to achieve and how they will measure
their progress. Second, they must develop better decision-making tools for tracking progress,
expenditures, and the costs of bad results, and then decide on strategies that will achieve the
results they want.. And, finally, they must develop a more effectwe process for using results
to make key funding decisions.

This guide focuses on the uppermost track—selecting results and indicators. The final
- adoption of a politically credible list creates a framework within which-the work on each of
the other tracks can proceed Most directly, selection of results and indicators leads to the
creation of the first of several essential decision-making tools, an indicators report.

As the strategy map shows, the specificity and utility of this tool will develop over time.
" In many communities, an indicators report will begin as an annual, “single point in time”
status report. Using a constantly evolving framework of results and indicators, such a report

can be expanded to include baselines and forecasting data. Eventually, monthly or quarterly

reports may be developed to show progress toward ”turmng the curve” on key indicators in
posmve long-term directions. : : : :

PART TWO:

" THE FUNDAMENTALS OF A RESULTS-AND-INDICATORS LIST:
DEFINITIONS AND ESSENTIAL CHARACTERISTICS

Defining Terms

Developing a. results-and-indicators framework is an ‘ongoing,. collaboratwe effort that.

réquires both fechnical rigor and political acumen. In any such collaborahon clear
communication based on shared language is a rock-bottorn necessity.

In the early stages of thinking about moving toward results-based budgeting, language

issues may seem minor.- Shakespeare wrote that.“a rose.by any other name would smell as
sweet.” To some extent, the same can be said of results, whether they are called outcomes,

results, or benchmarks. All these terms are used to mean the same thing: - a basic condition of

well-being that people agree they want to achieve. .

Communication, however, gets much more difficult when people actually start using .

these terms in strategic planning and budgeting. This is-especially true as addmonal terms
are added to the mix—like indicator, performance measure, outcomes budgets, targets, goals
and so on. The best guideline is to agree on working definitions in advance and to use them
consistently. When this has not been done and confusion builds, do not he51tate to recognize
and address the problem.

- o In Hampton, Virginia, participants mvolved in selectmg results and mdlcators were

all talking about the same ideas, but they were using different vocabularies
developed in prior work with other groups Each person was used to thinking and
talking in his or her own language Over time, these verbal preferences had taken
on a sense of rightness that made them hard to give up. When members of the group
finally realized how often they were having to interrupt each other to ask, “What you
really mean is...?”, they decided. that “even smart people needed to learn.” A

.subcomnuttee was estabhshed in order to develop a list of common working

THE FINANCE PROJECT
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B def1mt10ns The full group talked out theu' issues, and a common lex1con for results- :
_based work was adopted throughout city govemment ’

“s . Separate vocabulanes also make it more difficult for ]unsdrctxons workmg on results-
- based budgeting to learn from one another. The jurisdictions described in this guide
.all use the same basic concepts of results-based budgetmg, but use different terms to
- describe them. Georgia refers to “benchmarks,” -Minnesota talks about “milestones,”
S while Rochester uses “outcomes.” So, in order to make sure that. we are-all speakrng
.~ the same language, the next sechon lays out the key terms and def1mtxons used in the
. restoftkusgurde o R S -

Result S R

A “result” is ‘a bottom-lme cond1t10n of well bemg for children, farmhes or commumtxes Iti 1s L

" .a broadly defined, fundamental condition that government : and citizens consider essential for -
all its members One such bottom-line expectation of the commumty xmght be that all of its
children should be born healthy. . Another might be, that all children should. énter school
ready to learn. * A third might be that young people should make a smooth transition to
adulthood. Results are umbrella statéments that capture the comprehensive set of needs that

. must be met to achleve success. By deflmhon, achieving these basrc conditions of success

_ requrres concerted action by all sectors of the com.mumty : :

‘Some states and communities use the term- ”outcome” instead of ”result " The meamng _
is the same. However, we prefer to use the term ”result” because it is a less jargon-like and |
‘more everyday term, and because it avoids potent1al confusion wrth unrelated debates about ‘
outcomes-based educatron s e ‘ ,

: Indzcator » N S i
.. With respect to developmg a results and-mdlcators framework we define an mdrcator as a
measure, for which we have data, that gauges community-level progress toward agreed-
upon . results. Because results are broad statements of what communities want for their
~ children, no single indicator is likely ‘to slgnal full attainment of any given: result. For
- 'example Rochéster’s Change Collaborative agreed that reducmg the incidence of low-birth-
. .weight babies, improving prenatal care, and reducmg the number of births to teen mothers _
-.would ‘effectively track progress. toward the result of healthy births. . Communities must *,
decide what constellation of indicators add up to progress on each result and then require.a -
community-wide, cross-agency effort. = - SR g
Some initiatives, borrowmg from the corporate sector, use the term ”benchmark” when -
S speakrng about “iridicator.”  Here, too, we opt for simplicity and ease of. usage. Because’
" “benchmarking” is a term: of art in the corporate world and can mean different- thmgs to.
d1fferent people we favor the term’ mdrcator : g R S .

" What Results and Indrcators are Not L : :

. 'In order to use these key terms, "and the ¢oncepts they xmply with ] precxsron itis 1mportant to
A distinguish them from other commonly used terms that have very different meanings. "An -
‘important example is the term * performance measure.” It is often confused with the word

”mdrcator, even though its meamng vis-a-vis ”results-based budgetmg” is not the ‘same.

. Performance Measure . : -
- Performance measures reflect the achlevement of agencres and spec1f1c programs As such
they gauge progress at the agency level rather than at the community level. Appropriate -
performance measures are closely related to an agency’s mission and purpose, and are within C

its abl.hty to control. They are narrow measures of how well programs operate W1th their
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service popdlations as part of a larger strategy to acnieve results for the whole population
Examples of performance measures are the number of welfare mothers placed in job trammg

* * programs, or the rate of timely child welfare investigations.

Failing to distinguish between community-level and agency-level measures of progress
can. make adopting a results-indicator' framework decidedly more difficult. The first
challenge is to define the best—and relatively few—indicators for each broad result in which
multiple segments of the community have a part to play. Deflnmg and measuring the exact
contributions to be made by individual agencies and programs is an entirely separate process.
It is essential, however, that the two processes be closely coordinated and that agency-level
measures reflect actions that will help achieve community-wide results-and-indicators. How

to craft performance measures within a results-and-indicators framework is drscussed in .,

another document in the A Guide to Developzng and Using Performance Measures in Results-Based

‘Budgeting.

N

A Framework for Change
A results-and-indicators list is the hnchpln of results-based budgetmg All the other acnvmes

and decision-making tools that are necessary to build a results-based system flow from its .
‘basic premises. Calculations of current expenditures,-as ‘well as the costs of continuing
.current trends are made on the basis of agreed-upon results and indicators. Interventions and "

programmatic strategies are determined by research into “best practices” that show clear
evidence -of impact on key indicators. And, ultimately, decisions about where to dxrect

-dollars are made on agencies’ demonstrated ability to produce results.

A results-and-indicators list is both a product and an ongoing process. As a product it

" stands‘as a clear, manageablé¢, and politically credible set of the most important results that a

community wants for its children.- It provides a framework leading to budget tools that
establish baselines and track progress in each area on a regular basis. In short, it acts as a
compass for policy-makers and civic leaders to use in strategic planning, and 1t provides
them with basic tools for linking planning to budgets. -

" As a process, adoptmg a results-and-indicators list engages government and community

_in an ongoing conversation about their expectations for children and families, and how -
- limited resources should be used. It establishes a relationship based on shared responsibility

for what happens to the community’s children and"families, while at the same time it

- prov1des a mechanism for fairly distributing - institutional accountability. Its continual
revision reflects changmg community priorities and ensures that the most compelhng and :
'stansncally reliable set of indicators is used to measure progress

" Characteristics of an Effective Results-and Indicators List
As states and localities work to adopt a results-and indicators hst they should keep both )

product and process in mind. Experience suggests that the most effective frameworks are

" manageable; coherent, persuasive, strength-based, pohncally credible, and responsive to local

variation. These six characteristics should .inform the final hst of results and-lndlcators as
well as the: process that creates it and keeps it alive.

. Manageable As one. pnvate-sector leader involved in developing a results-and-

indicators framework put it: “What I want is something I can' carry around in my

~ pocket and use.” The number of results and-indicators should be small enough to

" ‘summarize community expectations in key areas on a single page if possible—and to
require no more than a reasonable outlay of resources to track on a frequent basrs

‘e Coherent: Taken together, the results and indicators that form the framework should |

convey a simple but complete picture of community expectations. The selection of

the results and mdlcators should suggest comprehensrve cross-cuttmg strategies. In
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a well-de51gned hst the relanonshrp between each result and each indicator is clear .’
. and ‘unambiguous, and the conceptual distinctions betwéen results and indicators,
"~ and performance measures, are clearly defined and consxstently used.

"o Persuasive: An effective list should ring true and make sense to people. Results,
should reflect the basic. conditions. that everyone—regardless of income, race, .
' ethmclty or rehgxon—wants for children and families. Indicators should capture the
most “common sense” measures of whether we are reaching the desired results. The
. language used should be-as sunple and as bnef as p0551ble The response it should
call forth is: Yes! - :

. Strength-based ‘The tone and presentanon should emphasrze the meortance of
positive youth development and long-term investment strategies, .as well as short-
and long-term remediation. - )

_-e_ Politically credible: * To ‘become a useful budget ‘tool, a results- and-mdxcators list -
‘must be recognized as a legitimate statement of what an entire community—not just
its government or public agencies-—thinks is essential for children and families. At

" the same time, the list must be owned and embraced by the executive and legrslatlve
_ institutions responsible for setting: public policy and fmancmg its activities. :

é "Responsrve Whether a list is developed by a state or locality, it must be of value toa
" wide variety of users. It should allow for local variation arid should -use mdlcators '
that can be measured with sub-state data whenever possrble '

-PARTTHREE ' '_ o o ;
ADOPTING A FRAMEWORK KEY IMPLEMENTATION Quesnous

-Negotratrng a Results and-Indrcators Framework . . : -
In. recent months and years, many state, county and local )unsd1cnons have developed
‘ results-and-indicators frameworks. Some are beginning the long-term challenge of
incorporating them into their systems. A combmanon of factors have affected both-the
. process and the substance of their efforts. As in any collaboranve undertaking, not the least
of these have been the people involved, the resources available to them, the needs of. their
communities, and the prevaﬂmg soc1al economic and pohncal climate in which they have.
taken place.
. Regardless of. where and how they begm uut1at1ves workmg to adopt a pohhcally
* credible set of results and indicators face a similar set of questions about how to proceed. In
the’ followmg section, we address several key - implementation issues. Many of these
questions raise overlapping, rather than entirely separate and distinct, issues. Bearing in - -’
mind the characteristics of .aneffective results-and-indicators list, we lay out possible
. strategies in each area and draw on the experience of states and locahnes to Ll.lustrate< :
* problems, choices, and solunons .

. Question #1 “Who's in Charge" :
The work of developing an effective results-and-mdlcators framework needs an “institutional
champion”—a policy-level body that sets broad direction and expectations for the pro]ect :
.makes whatever decisions are necessary to ensure that the final' product “makes sense,” and
" formally adopts the final list. This oversight body must have the political clout and
legitimacy that are necessary to connect the work done in developmg results and indicators to
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an overall strategy for sh1ft1ng to results based budgetmg The authority and memberslup of
~ this body are critical.

Ideally, the oversight body in charge of adoptmg a community-wide set of results and'
indicators is authorized by both the executive and legislative branches of state.or local

government. Its membership draws from both majority and minority parties, and it
represents a diverse group of civic, corporate, and government leaders, as well as

representatives of consumer .groups. The best ”“institutional champions” are those that are

able to stay in business long enough and to accumulate enough political capital to manage a

. complex, long-term change strategy. . Formal standing in state law, buy-in from both sides of

the aisle, and strong private-sector and community participation are the best guarantees of
sustainability. In short, an effective oversight body should aim for standing within both the
executive and legislative branches of government; bipartisan support; and a broadly inclusive
memberslup :

. A good example of the sustainability possible in this kind of “hybrid” oversight body
is the'Oregon Progress Board. Created by the legislature in 1989 to translate “Oregon
Shines,” the state’s long-term strategic plan, into measurable results arid indicators of
progress, it was conceived by the Governor as “the long-term caretaker of the state’s
strategic vision.”® It was designed as a nine-member public/private citizen’s body,
chaired by the Governor and subject to biannual reauthorization. The Progress Board
is currently being chaired by its third Governor and is in its third legislative cycle.

Not all efforts to develop results and indicators are overseen by institutions so fully

formed as this. Political credibility and sustainability are possible, but more - difficult to
achieve, in initiatives lodged solely in the executive or the legislative branch. Where
1mt1at1ves do enjoy both executive and legislative authority, this has often evolved over time.

¢ In Vermont, work on results and indicators is firmly lodged in the executive branch
of state government. It is overseen by a cabinet-level group within the Agency for
Human Services (AHS)—an eight-department, consolidated bureau responsible for a

Department of Education. Operating without statutory authority, the state team has
seen its work gain momentum and political capital, in part from close collaboration
between the executives of both departments-as well as their well-pubhcxzed efforts
throughout the state to promote comprehensive children’s services.”

* « . The Georgia Policy Council for Children and Families began life as a citizen’s panel

. appointed by executive order. Its 21 members were widely drawn from government, .

business, advocacy, and political circles, but it had no assurance of continuation
beyond the current Governor’s tenure. In 1994, the panel released its five-point plan
for improving results for the state’s children and families, which built on the findings
" ofa variety of reform efforts.” It simultaneously called for the creation of a state-level
policy council with the “responsibility and authority to define the results to be

achieved, to implement' the needed strategic policy and systems changes, and to

78

monitor process. Work went ahead to develop results and -indicators while

legislative efforts were launched to anchor the Council in statute. In 1995, the
Georgia Assembly passed the Georgia Policy Council for Children and Families Act.
It created a permanent state body that adopted and has continued the work begun by
the initial group. ,

It is also not entirely necessary that framework efforts be located _within govemn{ent. In
some cases, community collaboratives, United Ways, and other civic and non-governmental

organizations are developing results and indicators: However, without' institutional +
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part1c1patlon and governmental sanctlon estabhshmg commumty-w1de cred1b111ty is much, '

© more difficult.

e .In Lamo:lle County, Vermont People in Partnershxp (PIP) is an umbrella group- that

" aims to provide a unified voice for families and prov1ders PIP has been'successful in

o encouragmg service prov1ders to pool fundirig and engage in joint trammg But, says

“the group’s coordinator, "’There s a perceptlon that because we’re not an- official

o nonproﬁt organization or bureaucracy, that we're not legitimate.”” Even though the

".group .has made substantial headway in devising a local framework to 'shape
 priorities—using Vermont's State Team efforts as a gulde—after 0 months broad-

, based commumty support is st111 develop1ng

4 Questmn #2: Who Does the Work"

A working group needs-to manage the process of selecting results and indicators, 1dent1fy1ng :

" . data measures, and making recommendations to the oversight body for review, comment,
and eventual approval. On a day-to-day basis the group must introduce dlsc1phne into what -
- can be.a daunting political and technical task. The work is politically daunting because

difficult decisions must be made about what results and indicators should be recommended

* It can be tech.mcally challenging, because the data necessary to meastre _progress are.
' scattered across dozens of public agenc1es at various governmental levels. An effective

working group needs technical expertise to help 1dent1fy and evaluate complex and - often
conflicting data; skillful leadershxp to facilitate the ‘process and keep it movmg, and adequate _

. staff to support work that is extensive and exacting.

- Working groups vary w1dely in the number and kind of people they mvolve Irut1at1ves o
in' Los-Angeles County and ‘Rochester, New York illustrate two w1dely dxfferent approaches
1) pubhc / pr1vate-sector task forces and 2) mteragency staff teams o

' The Los Angeles County Children’s Planning Council chose the former approach. It
.. convened a 27-member interdisciplinary team in order to discuss principles and"
. criteria for selecting results and to make recommendations on the results and
indicators the county should track. Because it-realized the complex efforts needed to. .
_ improve results for the children, of Los Angeles, it consciously sought to involve
. people with very different perspectives, training, and experience. The committee .
. was chaired by a university-based member of the Planning Council and included
part1c1patlon from public agencies, advocacy. groups, higher education, foundations, -
the United Way, and the press. Data experts were included in the team, but did not .
_ dominate it." A consultant to the Planmng Counc1l on commumty planmng processes

was also available.” : ’

¢ The Rochester Change Collaboratwe has relied on the work of an mteragency staff .
team. The Change Coordinating Team is- composed of mid- level managers from the -

- Collaborative’s key partners: the City of Rochester, the County of Monroe, the

“Rochester City School District and the United Way. A Subcommittee on Outcome
Measures, representing each of the partner systems, managed the work. The

subcommittee’ involved their respective systems’ data collection. and research’ and.

- evaluation experts, as well as'private-sector analysts The de51gn and composition of
. Rochester’s choice reflect the systems-based nature of Rochester’s Change

' - Collaborative. It was also motivated by Rochester’s' conscious decision not_to
”delegate out” responsxblhty for. reengineering its systems to an mtermedlary group.
Instead, Rochester officials chose to locate responsibility’for changing priorities and

« setting new directions directly within the systems that must do the changing. This
approach was a way to accomplish what the Change Collaborative was committed to

do1ng reorganizing their prlontles and working together :
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. These two approaches each have strengths and weaknesses. Interagency staff groups
may be more easily convened, and may operate more efficiently, than citizen-based panels.

Large, public/private-sector working groups may require especially artful leadership in
order to avoid getting bogged down in irreconcilable differences. As one state official
working to implement change put it, they also require strong staff “with a temperament for

- testing ideas in public; who can work back and forth with people who are busy and who can

listen hard and know what to forget.” Public/private-sector working groups have the
important advantage, however, of bringing a broad range of community perspectives more
directly into the deosron—makmg process. -

: Questron #3 Where Do We Start?
. How does a working group tackle the job of developmg results and mdlcators" The final

product needs to reflect community values, but the process must be manageable and finished

in a reasonable amount of time. Leaders must consider whether the working group needs to-
start from scratch to generate a set of results and indicators, and must determine how

inclusive the process will be, or whether it can begin with a working list based on the work
done in other states and localities, and-adapt it as needed. Some of the factors that can make
a difference have to do with the scope of the initiative and whether prior work has been done
on developing a basic vision and/or results. :

» Startzng from Scratch

Minnesota and Florida provide two vanants on the “starting from scratch” approach. Both

.initiatives had a very broad focus. Each knew that they wanted to identify where the state .
wanted to go across a full range of government activities, not just those having to do with -
children and families. These initiatives were designed to éstablish their state’s overall vision
for the future, as well as to select results and indicators by which to measure progress.

Minnesota’s largely staff-led effort developed a labor-intensive, bottom-up strategy to
develop a statewide vision that citizens would feel that they owned. In Florida, its citizen-led
working group took on primary responsibility for establishing the parameters of a state
vision, with xnput from members of the public at open working rneetmgs

e In early 1991 Minnesota Planmng, a strateglc and long-range planning agency witha _ -~

director appomted by the Governor, was charged with creating a long-range plan for
the state based on results, and stimulating public interest and participation in the

. process. An advisory group including 11 citizens was formed to give guidance and
suggestions, but authority for the process and final decisions was located in
Minnesota Planning. :

e This largely staff-led effort decided to go wrt.h "a blank piece of paper” and talk
directly to as many Minnesotans as possible about their vision of the future. In a

process that lasted more than a year, well-publicized town meetings were held in 15.

locations across the state. Trained staff facilitators used newspapers and discussions

to identify major themes important to.most citizens. The staff then compiled these

lists into a draft document that included results and some indicators. After a six-
" month period of community review and revision, 20 broad results (called * "goals”)
and 79 indicators (referred to as “milestones”) were selected. Some 3,000 people
- participated in_ public meetings, and more than 10,000 played a part in the
development and review of the first Minnesota Milestones report. '

e~ Florida’s 15-member c1t12ens Commission on Government Accountability to the
People (GAP) was appointed in 1992 by the Governor and established by statute in
1994. GAP’s Benchmark Committee, chaired by a corporate CEQ, also chose. to start
.from scratch in developing a broad set of t.hernes Ina modrflcatlon of anesota s
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- approach, however, the areas and topl_cs' in Florida were developed by the committee - N B

itself—in open meetings that welcomed public participation—rather than culled from
an extensive set of community forums. In early 1996, the Florida Benchmarks Report -

~ was issued, covering seven major areas of concern, with 134 results (called “topics”)
and 268 quanntatwe 1nd1cators (called “benchmarks”).

Using a Working List

For initiatives concerned pnmarlly with ch11d and farmly 155ues—and where there is a broad

vision and perhaps-a set of core results in place—lt makes sense to take advantage of the

. many individual lists of results and indicators that have already been developed. This guide,
-for example, contains several. Many of them have notable similarities and address

fundamental concerns that are important to most commurunes Other suggested lists with .
uséful annotations have been developed by national groups.' " Internet ‘access can expedite

finding this informationi.” Constructing a working list based on examples of results .and - .

indicators developed in other jurisdictions can help to )ump -start worklng group dlscussmns ’

. give them focus, and save time.

.‘ results and indicators developed by Joining Forces, a national project to support collaboration - '
. between education and.social welfare sectors. In-Georgia, a long list of possible indicators

In Los Angeles County, for example the workmg group began w1th a suggested hst of

. based on a. graduate student’s literature review of indicators efforts across the country

became one of the Task Force’s basic working documents. A number of jurisdictions used
national and state- level Kids Count reports to take advantage of meortant exxstmg work on .

_.developing indicators.

Building a workxng list, however, should not only mcorporate md1cators from national

‘lists like Kids Count or ‘those developed by other jurisdictions. As we discuss more fully

under Question #7, it is imperative that working ‘lists reflect local work on’ developmg

" indicators as well. In numerous communities, groups like the United Way and community-

based collaboratives may have "already made significant progress toward a thoughtful_

' indicators list. o : .
It is-also important to remember that developlng a worklng list is only the first step in -

building a politically credible framework. As the remainder of this gmde makes clear,
debating and reshaping these: lists, evaluating them accordmg to the group’s own criteria,
setting priorities, and winning broad-based acceptance for the final product are what will
make the process-real. It makes sense to benefit from work that has.already been done on:

“developing’ indicators; however, as one city participant put it: “We soon found out that :

everything we needed couldn t be borrowed.”

_'Question #4: What Criferia Should We Use in Selectmg Results and Indicators?

Working lists can quickly become laundry lists. A wish- list of results can grow with dizzying

" speed. The number of indicators can easily outstnp the number. of results by a factor of 10,
:20, or more. Everyone at the table has their own insight on- what is needed to measure .

progress, or a special piece of data they want to use. But choices must finally be made. The

. final list must not only be short eénough to be easily used it should be logically complete It

must communicate powerfully and clearly to many aud1ences and empha51ze the potential of -

children and families, as well as problems. _,

Using some variant of the following set of criteria can help to ensure an effective final

product. Every item that stays on the final hst should stack up well against the followmg .

cntena
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Results .

© Communication Power ..
' Each result and indicator must “strike a chord” with everyone from parents to politicians.

and indicators, must help to convey .a commitment that is readily understood,

positive, and pragmatlc Some questions to ask in evaluatmg potentlal results and mdlcators

mclude

L

Do the indicators pass the “public square” test? Imagine standing in a public squdre

. and having to explain to a crowd of people each one of the bottom-line conditions of .

~ well-being for children that are on your list. Which few pieces of data would you use

to clearly explain each result—quickly and before the crowd ‘got tired of listening?
Would the results capture what we want for our children, not what we don’t want?

Are they essential? Results should capture the fundamental conditions of well-being
that we want for all children, rather than an exhaustive hst of every possible
advantage. :

In Minnesota, for example, one indicator that emerged from community meetings

- called for the “retention of the family farm.” Minnesota’s Planning’s Advisory Team

questioned its inclusion. Although, this indicator was important to some citizens, it

was considered less than critical for the state as a whole, and subsequently was

~ dropped from the list.

Proxy (or Predictor) Power

" This criterion looks for results and indicators that will fit together into a coherent framework.

It evaluates whether—and how well—an iridicator serves as a “stand-in” for 1) a result and 2)
other indicators moving in the same direction.. It asks:.

1.

. Is there a strong and established relationship between the indicator and the result it is.

intended to measure? Would improvements made on the indicator be accepted as
reasonable approximations of progress toward the result? In other words, is the

" indicator a good predictor of the result it is intended to measure? Is there research

evidence to support this connection? If not, is there common-sense linkage?
Emerging research, for example, suggests that 3”-grade reading scores show a strong

correlation with graduation rates. Given the’choice, it would make more sense to

_ pick this measure as an indicator of school success than, say, the percent, of children

enrolled in Chapter 1, a mlich less powerful predictor.

To what extent does the indicator act as'a proxy for other indicators moving in the
same direction? Lengthy indicator lists can be substantially pared down by looking

- for the one ma]or indicator in which movement will mean progress in a herd of lesser

ones.

In Hampton, ergxma the Fan‘uly Resource Task Force considered using ‘the rate of
substance abuse by pregnant women as an indicator for healthy children.

Eventually, however, the group decided that there was not enough_ research to

reliably support the correlation. They also decided that usmg low birth- werght as an

" indicator would exercise a far greater ”herd effect.”

. Data Power

This criterion evaluates indicators based on whether data to measure them are 1) valid and
reliable, that is, that they accurately and consistently measure what they say they measure; 2)

routinely collected at an appropriate level; and 3) accessible without:a significant time lag.
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As the followmg illustrations suggest, and as we discuss in the next section, f1nd1ng indictors
of sufﬁc1ent quality and timeliness is not always easy.

.o Vermont s State Team for. Children and Farmhes was anxious to use ‘domestic -
violence as an indicator of family stabrhty but could not find an adequate measure.
Court records were suggested However, on'consideration, it became clear that large

" numbers of cases were settled, dropped, or dismissed before they'ever came to court. :
" Thus, the measure of court records was viewed both as unreliable and vastly under-
. representatrve The workmg group dec1ded to keep lookmg '

K Minnesota Planning initially thought about using the number of people utl.hzmg food :
* closets as a measure of well-being.” On second thought they realized that utilization
.rates could bé affected as much by the availability and access of the pantries-
themselves as the need of the people us1ng ‘them. They reahzed that they needed
* more a vahd measure.

- We, encourage readers of this gmde to come up w1th the1r own cnter1a keeping in xmnd ‘
the importance of communication power, proxy power, and data power. .Other discussions
of criteria uséful-in selecting results for ch1ldren are ,available and may be helpful to
jurisdictions in refining their own thmklng The following list notes. the. cntena of some of
the initiatives profiled in this guide: s - : :

. ,The Georg1a Children’s Pohcy Council agreed.to a set of four criteria including: 1)a
bias toward. prevention; 2) strong scientific evidence; 3) available data updated -
regularly at the county level; and 4) compatrblhty with other state results hsts (e.g.,
Kids Count) ‘

& Vermont's. Interagency State Team developed a three-cntenon list. They looked for
. indicators that 1) are readily understood by the public; 2) act as proxies for other
" indicators; and 3) for which. reliable data are available, at the supervxsory union (or

" school d1stnct) level, if- possrble, ‘preferably on an annual basrs '

e Florida’s GAP Commission developed a mne-1tem set of cr1ter1a drawn from the -
. S .. performance-management literature.  The list included = outcomes-orientation,
£ . reliability, ava1lab1hty accuracy, utility, comparab1hty and sensmvrty '

e The Los -Angeles County Children’s Planning Council’s prmc1ples for . outcome
" measurement can easily be.translated into cr1ter1a The full set of pnncxples is
. mcluded in the Append1x ’ ' '

. Questxon #5 What are Common Problems in Data Collectlon, and How Can We Handle
. Them?" '
© We are well aware that the neat and t1dy selection criteria just dlscussed-—even with the brief
, .- | . "stories” we have included as illustrations—do not convey how arduous a task it can be to
c . . sort through potential indicators.  In many cases, a good bit of legwork -will be needed to
C track down potential measures, which may or may not turn out to be the right ones. There
are two.major difficulties in finding a sufficiently powerful set of results and indicators: The”
- first has to do with managing the sheer volume and complex1ty of the data, the second arises
: from the nature of the data themselves. ;

o Rochester’s Change Coordmatmg Team for example wanted to use the percentage
of 16-to-24 year-olds in school or working as an indicator of _young people avoiding -
risk behaviors. They selected it because it represented a broad and positive measure, -
and assumed that the school district would have the data. The school district
representative did some checking and found that the. school district did ‘not.
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Inquiries made at the U.S. Department of Labor also turned up empty The source of
the indicator was finally located at the U.S. Census Department. After considerable
searching, committee members realized that the data needed to measure the indicator
were collected only once every ten years and would: take a number of years to be
reported. They decided that they needed an indicator that they could track much

_more frequently. :

Managing the Data : : :
Getting a handle on the data that is out there—not to mention the data that is needed——rs no

. small matter. There is-no comprehensive children’s data base that gives a quick survey of

what’s available. Instead, working groups need to identify the people who develop, collect,
and use data in important areas. Agency personnel, advocates, and planning—and research

and development staff—as well as private-sector and non-profit analysts often will know

exactly what the data are designed to measure, what limitations they have, how often they
are updated, and ‘whether they are likely to be a good fit with each result and indicator.

" Members of the workmg group will often include some of these people, who are a first good

source of information. Even so, the sifting and sortmg of data will be considerable.

Set Parameters. A uséful strategy in managing data collection is to set some parameters
for the process and then stick to them. Decide in advance on a reasonable number of results
and indicators, next devise a work plan with “drop dead” dates for finishing key parts of the
work. The success of a time-frame strategy, however, depends on a realistic schedule,
adequate staff support, a strong sense of commitment from participants, and an ability to
keep moving forward while continuing to tie up loose ends in prior assignments.

e The charrperson of Georgia’s Task Force-on Accountability established expectatrons _

early on: The group was charged with developing a framework that had no more
‘than 25 indicators for the five results already adopted by the Policy Council. A
minimum number of meetings were anticipated and a completion date was

assigned. The work was accomplished over a six-month period with five Task Force' °
meetings and behind-the-scenes work by Georgia Policy Council staff. Based ona.
. work plan developed by the staff and approved by the Task Force, the process

"~ moved through several steps: 1) setting the criteria for selectmg indicators; 2)

developing a working list based on input from a literature review and talking with,

' experts; 3) prioritizing indicators; 4) seeking community input; and 5) revising the

indicators. As one staff participant put it, “We knew that we could have continued

this work indefinitely, but we didn’t have the luxury of taking two or three years.

-We took our best shot, knowing that data bases are always changing and that we
would be able to come back and make unprovements

Use Simple Decrsron Tools Sorting through reams of data and keeping track of
. preferences in an iterative process are exacting and time- -consuming. Indicators are

frequently discussed more than once, as new data are 1dent1f1ed then revrsrted with respect
to.an altogether different result. '
A sunple decision matrix can, be very helpful in keeping track of evaluations made

along the way. A number of workmg groups have developed worksheets that lay out
indicators for each result down one side of the page and their decision criteria across the top..
These formats vrsually display how each indicator stacks up on 1ts own against each criterion, -

as well as in comparison to others. : .
Another useful approach is to group indicators into levels or tiers accordmg to the

- power of the data available to measure them. Twenty or more indicators can easily be listed -

for a given result. Yet not évery indicator can be measured equally well.. Therefore, three or
four primary indicators should be sélected to represent what a result “means” in measurable
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' and measured terms. But those that are not selected as flttmg into this first tier should not be
* discarded. - These indicators can be placed on a second list for use later in the process. - A

system of tiers ranks indicators according to their technical power, but keeps them in play
until political decisions can be made. A third list of desued indicators where data needs to be
developed or improved can serve as the “data infirmary” and provide thebasis for a data

wrthm tlus structure. -+

“development agenda. Over time, group may. add or move mdlcators from one hst to another L

‘e Hampton, Virginia, developed a two-tier system and mcorporated it graphxcally into . -

its decision matrix. They made “above the line/below -the tine”- distinctions by
. dividing the page horizontally into two sections. Indicators that did not perform well

against key criteria were moved “below the line” but kept on the page. .This srmple~ :

technique allowed the group to make evaluatlons but to keep 1nd1cators in play '
* consider later on. :

"+ . Vermont divided its indicators into three groups accordmg to whether measures 1)

were reliable and available at a county-wide or sub-county level across the state; 2) -

" -‘were reliable but rot con51stently available; or 3) relied on qualitative measures
collected and managed locally. They gave preference to first-tier, indicators, but’

. retajined the others to help them' thmk about “next generatlon measures and -how
' better data could be collected. : - co

g Addressmg the Lack of lIseful Data

A more challenging problem in finding a set of useful 1nd1cators stems from the nature of the
data. " First and foremost is that for many. possible indicators, there simply.are no data. An

. indicator like parent involvement, for example, considered by many to be essential to school
‘'success, is not somethmg that states or even school drstncts have routmely been called on to:.

measure. '
" In addition, many potent1al mdrcators are measured by inputs rather than by results. It

is easier, for example, to find a statistic that gives the number of beds available for foster care

placement than t6 find out how many children who have passed through the system are now
permanently living in stable families. :
Finally, many of the indicators for which we do have data rely on negative measures for

" positive results. Indicators of good health for children, for example, often include measures .

such as the number of drug—exposed births, infant mortality ‘rates, the frequency of teen
births, and infant death rate, among others. These Ineasures keep us mindful of important
problems that need fixing, but deflect our.attention from creating the conditions in which
children thrive. As one memorable phrase puts it, “problem-free is not fully developed.” v

- These limitations are grounded in an American tradition of social policy that says “if it’s
broken, we can fix it,” rather than'in an American entrepreneurial tradition that says “we can
do it better.” . They are perpetuated as well by agency-based data systems designed to meet
quite narrow administrative and political needs., Public information systems have never been.
asked to create and track more useful measures of what states and localities think are.
important for children. And so they have not.

. .What can be done? Letting the light of day shine on these gaps and madequacres may

be the best corrective. Until citizens and policy-makers begin to look, they.won’t have any . .

way of knowing what data are being collected with taxpayer’s money or take steps to buy

anything better.. In one state initiative, a legislator involved in defining results and indicators -
. expressed outrage when he was told that data for a'specific measure of employment success
‘were not being tracked. A state agency staff member put it smply “Give us the money and

we will.”
- In the meantime, ]unsdrctlons can do at least three things: 1) recast their language and

’therr thmkmg as much as possrble to present a posmve picture’ of chrldren and farmhes 2)
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develop new, positive indicators; and 3) develop near- term low cost techmques to

" approximate desired data. Surveys of carefully selected sample groups can be used, for

example, to approximate immunizations, parent involvement, and’ preschool attendance
rates, as well as other 1nd1cators for which community-wide data are often unavaﬂable

e Vermont believes in posmve thinking. Patticipants in Lamoille County s People in

Partnership coalition have tentatively agreed on three broad results: 1) young people -

who are successful in school; 2) young people who are successful in communities;

and 3) young people who demonstrate caring behaviors. At the state level,

Vermont's State Team for Children and-Families decided to give a more positive tone
~ to an indicator on many working lists: “adolescents avoiding hlgh -risk behaviors.”

They changed it to “young people choosing healthy behaviors,” using the term

“yourig people” instead of “adolescent” to broaden the age group of concern

e Rochester’s Change Coordmatmg Team developed a two-pronged strategy to
measure substance abuse, an important indicator for which no good county-wide
‘data were .available. First, the school district, a key partner in Change, agreed to

conduct a Youth Risk Behavior Survey on a bi-annual basis in all the high schools. .

Second, the Committee worked with state officials responsible for collecting: regional
data on substance abuse to make a special exception and to break out data specific to
the Rochester City School District.

Questlon #6: How Do We Resolve Conﬂxct and Make Final Decisions?

"Even in the most efficient process, there will be intense give and take in the selection of

results and indicators. This is because the process of moving from a working list to a
consensus. list' is only partially technical. It is hard to exaggerate the extent to which

" developing a results-and-indicators framework is a political and often contentious

undertaking. - According to one participant in a state effort: “Everything is always an

argument. Everyone fights over every word. What everyone wants to know is if there isan .

indictor that will affect them.”
People in cross-sector working groups and overs1ght bodies bring—by des1gn———a wealth
of values, cultural experience, religious perspective, education, and professional backgrounds

to these conversations. Talking about children and families gets to the core of what most"

people believe in and hold most dear.. “Data types” involved in the process introduce their
own strong concerns about what is acceptable. 1t is not surprising that discussions about the

. “seemingly objective data” that we choose in order to help establish and measure our

expectations for children “generate a great deal of heated debate.””

The challenge' at this stage of the process is to negotiate a consensus list that everyone
can support, not just accept because they’ve gotten tired of ﬁghtmg The process must not
only come to a timely end, it must bring participants to agreement. A vanety of steps can be

~ taken to minimize conflict and negotiate a broadly owned list.

Establishing Clear Expectatzons . :
At the onset, there must be a clear dlstmctlon drawn between indicators of broad,
community-wide résults, and performance measures of specific agency or programmatic

_ activities. Agency participants, in particular, need to understand that the 1nd1cators that they

are selecting will not be used to evaluate their day-to-day operations.

Continiing efforts must also be made to help advocates, agency personnel and others
who bring special interests to the table to feel comfortable with the process. They need to
understand that every individual issue cannot reasonably be spelled out-in a single list of
results and indicators.. They must be assured, however, that a well-crafted list will be broad

~
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enough to allow consideration of a wide variety of strategies and-interventions in subsequent. .

 stages of results-based budgeting. - - R

_ - Clarifying the Issues . : : oo : TR
B When disputes arise, it is helpful to sort out the areas of disagreement and possible options
" and lay out the consequences of coming down on either side of the issues.. Participants then. -
" have to decide what really counts. This kind of “heads up” strategy can be very useful in "
resolving disputes in which political and technical considerations are intertwined. S
-« . Georgia’s Policy Council, for example, was comimitted to its criterion of selecting only .
indicators for which there were'statewide data. On the other'hand, the community :
collaboratives and other groups that it had asked for feedback strongly requested the -
inclusion of indicators for which there were no data, like youth substance abuse or .
accessible child care. The group had to balance the costs of using less-than-rigorous
data in specific cases against the possible consequence that communities would not '
continue to support a process which disregarded issues that were so important to.
them. The Council decided that adopting a list that everyone could believe in was its. -
‘first concern. It decided to include several indicators for which there were no data,
and by so doing to call attention to the need for better measures in the future. .

'Negotiating Agreements _ - ‘ S _ o

In some cases, making the terms of the dispute clear is not enough to resolve the matter.
Frequently, niegotiation is necessary to arrive -at an.agreement that has something in it for '
both sides—the- oft-cited’ “win-win solution.”. The person best suited ‘to broker a win-win
- arrangement is often someone who has had experience on both sides of the issue.

. o The Vermont team hit a réadblock that boiled down to one pivotal question: “To '
what levél can you break down data and still be assured that it is statistically
significant?” Some agency staff responsible for ‘ensuring high-quality information
_did not want to report data for sub-county jurisdictions. Community representatives
and others on the team, however, were concerned that relying only onstate or county -

" data obscured important within-county variations and thus made the data less useful
at the local level. A member of the teami who had formerly been a state health.
department statistician, and who understood agency ‘concerns - negotiated .a
compromise. The team agreed to collect data at the school supervisory union (school
district) level because it was small enough to be considered “local” and large enough

" in most cases to be reliable. - ’ . ‘ :

Developing a Series of Decision-making Strategies ‘ o
Another way to minimize controversy and make tough choices among indicators. is to
establish one or. more decision-making strategies. Narrowing down an extensive working list
into a politically credible-final product may require a variety of approaches. Consistently
 referring back to criteria established by the group to organize data and make determinations
about their power is an essential first-order strategy. Another useful protocol may be to
exclude any indicator which at least one ‘participant, after reasonablé discussion, still canriot
accept. This ensures a base-line consensus. Rank-ordering is a third strategy that can.be’
useful in establishing priorities and narrowing down lists that are still too long. :
"« - Designing a rank-ordering strategy can pose its own difficulties. The first attempt of
" Iowa’s Council on Human Investment to prioritize its propdsed_b_enchma’rks' did not .
. deliver the information needed to do the job.‘ Research polls were conducted asking
Towans to evaluate the importance of each indicator ona scale from 1 to 5. When the
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results were tabulated, most indicators showed up as 3’s—of moderate importance.
No useful distinctions emerged. In a second effort, surveys. asked people to rank the
importance of each indicator relative to the rest of the list.

e A “critical factors” analysis proved an essentxal rankmg tool for Georgia’s Policy
Council. Even after its Task Force on Accountability had assessed its initial working
list according to four selection criteria, more than 40 indicators remained. It devised
‘a “critical factors analysis” to prioritize its indicators and bring the list down to no
more than five for any one result. Since many of the indicators reflected problems

that Georgla wished to. address, Task ‘Force' members-were asked ‘to rank each
indicator according to 1) the magnitude of the problem and the extent to which it

- affects the state budget; 2) the seriousness of its consequences and the costs of letting
it go untreated; and 3) the feasibility of correcting the problem given, the current state
of technology, knowledge, and resources. Two rounds of ratings were used. In the

first round, members individually rated each indicator. Then the list was aggregated ’

and discussed by everyone. - A second round of ratings established the group’s final
-agreement. : : _

' Question #7: How Can We Use the Process to Build Support with Diverse Constituencies?

An effective results-and-indicators framework is politically credible. It gains legitimacy
when diverse groups. feel that it captures the conditions essential for- the well-being of
children and families, and points to areas where public and private action are most needed.
As such, it has' the support of overlapping constituencies, 1nclud1ng those who hold ma]or

- resources and those who vote.

The process of bu11d1ng a constituency begins in the earliest stages of mov1ng toward

" results-based accountability. This guide suggests that in deciding who should be in charge of -

such an effort jurisdictions should look to—or create—an oversight body that is supported by
both the executive and legislative branches of government, and includes the participation of

. elected officials from both major parties. Equally important is the inclusion. of a broad cross-

section of corporate, civic, and religious leaders with roots in a range of cultural, ramal and

' geographic communities.

A second- opportunity for constituency bu11d1ng comes as initiatives make decisions

about the composition of working groups. Whether they be subcommittees of pubhc-pnvate '

overslght bodies or cross-agency working teams, working’ groups would be wise to
incorporate the views and perspectives of key constituencies.

A third opportunity for constituency building comes as state, county city, and
community initiatives make decisions about how to engage the public in the process of

" selecting results and indicators. Some initiatives directly involved thousands of residents in

estabhshmg statewide results, collecting information through'town meetings, polls, and
surveys.” Others began with lists of results and indicators, narrowed them down, and then

~ asked for public comments from both the general public at open sessions or from commumty
‘collaboratives. 4

N

Building a conshtuency begms by taking advantage of. these three opportunities.. But it
should not end there: Adopting a political credible List of results and indicators is an ongoing
process. It "establishes new relationships and a set of attitudes, expectations and
commiitments about our children, and how we use our resources, that grow over time.
Developing a constituency - that shares these expectations and commitments requires
continuing attention to: 1) building bipartisan support; 2) establishing links with existing

data collection efforts and key community organizations; and 3) encouraging localities to use

and develop their versions of results and indicators.
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‘Building Bipartisan Support
" Short-term election cycles frequently have a de
- limits compound this problem. Even initiatives that are well grounded politically must spend
“time cultivating the interest and support of newly elected and ret'uminlg}officials_on both '

»
Ve

|

sfabﬂizmg effect on loﬁg-te:m agendas. Term

sides-of the aisle. o e _ : ‘ .
Incoming policy-makers in state government, county councils, or city halls may not be

.aware of efforts already under way to move toward a results-based accountability system. In
. other cases, there may be awarenéss arid even interest, but other.issues may be higher on
_policy-makers’ lists of priorities. Steady communication is needed to.bring.policy-makers of
both parties “up to speed,” keep them ‘informed, and help them see the value of becoming -

involved. .

Nor should 6id friends'be taken for granted. Retgmi.ng supporters provide the stability . .

and institutional memory that make it easier for new - participants to get on board.
Continuing public appreciation of the work of old supporters and understanding the limits.
on their. time,” while frequently seeking' their advice, can play a part in.broadening and
deepening their participation. 'Adopting an initial set of results and indicators only begins the -

"shift to results. - Policy-makers well versed'in the strategy and tactics of the political process

and the minutiae of the budget process are essential to push the process forward. -

o In Jowa, members of the Council on Human Investment engaged the interest of

+ legislators in results-based accountability by appealing to their self-interest.. They led

off with a'simple question: “What kind of stories do you want to take home: ‘how

much  moneéy "your programs cost, or what they - accomplished?” Once elected-

- .officials understand that a results-based system can help. them communicate more
honestly and effectively with their constituents, then they are more likely‘to‘ support

. data, evaluating performance, and approving budgets. '

the adoption of a community-wide set of indicators and to use them in requesting '

Establishing Links with _ExistingAData Collection Efforts and Key Community

. Organizations’

Any jurisdiction attempting to adopt a politically credible list of indicators should seek out
the help and participation of other groups on whose work they might build. ‘These projects
‘and the people involved with them cari build links to a variety of constituency groups.

Many of the institutions sponsoring these activities are highly regarded fixtures in their

communities. Others have acquired legitimacy based on the value of the information they -

deliver. ‘United Ways, for example, and other civic-organizations have long been involved in
conducting environmental scans and developing single-point-in-time. snapshots of where a

. community stands on giyeh issues.. National initiatives like Cog:\ls 2000 and their state and -

local counterparts have set expectations for educational attainment. Coming even closer to a

" results-and-indicators framework is the work of the’ national Kids Count project, which
" ‘compiles annual state-by-state profiles of the health; economic, educational, and social
condition of children based on the best available data. In many cases, there are also state- . -

level Kids Count projects that are designed to develop local indicators and strategies -to
improve results for the most vulnerable children. ’ ’

* .. States and communitiés. undertaking a comprehensive strategy to'move toWar_d resu'lts? :

based ‘accountability should make conscious efforts to build -on and ensure‘compétibi];ity» with
the work already under way in their jurisdictions and to speak directly to the constituencies-
that they have already developed. Every effort should be made not to alienate these potential

- partners by ignoring ‘their existence or underestimating their contributions. Conversely,
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initiatives should have a clear sense of purpose and be ready to negotiate compromises when,

questions arise about how to incorporate prior work.

e  Some jurisdictions, including Georgla and Rochester, regarded companbxhty with
existing data measures as a primary criterion for selecting indicators. Georgia’s
protocol required consideration of work conducted at the both the state and local
level by Kids Count; the Council for School Performance; the Savannah Youth
Futures Authority, a local community collaborative; and the Governor’s Council for

: ,Econonuc Development

e In Rochester, the ‘United Way is one of the Change Collaboranve s four permanent 3

members, so United Way data were a key part of the Coordinating Council’s data
collection process. Deliberate efforts, however, were made to-synchronize work with

the New York State Kids Count project being developed at the same time, in order to.

ensure a compatible set of indicators. The Coordinating Council also drew on a
recent “state of the city” report developed by a private research and analy51s outfit.

This firm became an important source of technical’ assistance and was later asked to . '

establish historical baselines and track progress at the city and neighborhood levels.

e In Minnesota, inclusion of other efforts led to a useful discussion about the balance
that an effective framework should strike among social, health, educational,
economic, and other indicators. In one state agency, work had already progressed
quite far on an extensive set of econornic indicators. There was considerable feeling
that they should all be included. The question became: “How and to whatextent

should these indicators become part of a comprehensive framework on statewide

well-being?” Minnesota Planning, the state agency responsible for developing the
.list, then consulted with its Advisory Committee. Members negotiated a solution in
which a selection of the most important indicators were included.in the body of the
final report. A complete discussion of a statewide “economic_blueprint” was
included as an appendix. .

: Encouragmg Localities to Use and Develop Thetr Vers:ons of Results and Indicators

The most important constituencies—and those that need to be most carefully nurtured—are
communities and nelghborhoods themselves. Improvement in the conditions of children and
families starts and ends at the local level. That is where children and families live, and where
solutions must take hold. According to one participant at ‘the state level: “Central to all this
work on results and indicators is a radical belief that communities can organize themselves to
change direction.” The Los Angeles County Children’s Planning Council put it simply in a

strategic planning document: “Wonderful, difficult, and—in some cases—astonishing work

is happening in communities. ... This work must be supported, continued and expanded.”*
A successful initiative to merove results for children and families is a community effort

that must take place at both the state and local level. Localities are where priorities must be

set and solutions owned and implemented. State-inifiated efforts need .to consciously

- encourage localities to adopt or adapt statewide measures and to mcorporate these measures
in’ their own strategic’ planning. States have the resources and bear the full burden of

accountability; they also have the capacity “to resolve policy barriers that may impede

" progress. Wherever they are initiated, results-and-indicators frameworks can prowde the

glue to create—not mandate—equitable state and local partnerships.”

e Georgia is one of a growing number of states that are developing formal mechanisms
‘for encouraging localities to develop and use results-and-indicators frameworks."”

Legislation authorizing the Georgia Policy Council for Children—the oversight body

charged with establishing results and. indicators—also called for the creation of local
community partnerships. Commumhes Wlth a strong track record on a set of
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readiness criteria have agreed to. work on a core set of results based on a statew1de .
- framework. They will be. expected to develop a strategic plan to achieve core results .
in return for'more flexibility. in pooling resources across systems: Joint efforts. are
under- way to- clarify mutual expectations about state ‘and local roles in the
- partriership and to make it easier for communities to collect and use state-level‘ g
information. !

o ‘Whéther or ot formal state and local partnershrps'are in piace it is.essential that results.
: and indicators framed at higher levels be perceived as useful in local decision-making. States
* and localities have ‘éxperimented with a variety of waysto do this." Some of these strateg1es *

have been discussed in different-contexts. elsewhere in this report ' . :

e Listening carefully to community and nelghborhood feedback about what mdrcators
should be selected and acknowledging and/or making accommodations to include
them. Doing so sends a powerful srgnal to localities that adoptlng thls list is not just

g another bureaucratic exercise. , ,

. Presenting data that’ pamts an accurate prcture of local conditions. Whenever'
- . possible, data should be dlsaggregated to show unportant variations by age, rac1al o
group, and other dlmensrons that may be hidden in unified measurements

e .Taking steps to assist local uutxatwes w1th their data needs whether local indicators
| are on the state’s list or not. ' -

"~ o Making mformatxon easrly acce551ble A number of ]unsdlctxons are usrng a vanety
of formats to build awareness of results and indicators, iricluding: “hard-copy”
documents " available ' for free; short summaries or “rack reports” available at
supermarket checkout lines and bulletin boards in a vanety of community locations;

* and, increasingly, information in down-loadable form on “the Internet.” ‘Lamoille ..
County,. Vermont, is expenmentrng with a series ‘of posters that list key-indicators
~ along with illustrations and tag lines that make them immediately hit home. On-one
- . poster that tracks county. rates of child abuse and neglect over the past ten years, the
caption reads: ~ “Being a child should not hurt.” The Georgia Policy Council also
created ‘and wrdely dlstnbuted posters 1dent1fy1ng and h1ghhght1ng results  and
. benchmarks. CL .

o ‘Prowde training and user-fnendly backup matenals to help people see what can be
done with the data and to feel comfortable using it. In Vermiont, a training module
based ‘on a hypothetical community case study has been developed to help people
use data for decision making. So far, this capacity-building has been limited to '
.working with local health department du'ectors so that they, in .turn, can help"
community groups use the data. In the future, staff hope' to ‘more systematxcally

) "trarn tramers in mterested commurutxes . .

Questron #8 What Can We Do to Begm Usmg Results and Indrcators in the Budget L o p

. - Process? '
_This is the question that bnngs the process full circle: Why develop a résults-and-indicators
framework in the first place? For two reasons: first, to set a clear direction for jurisdictions -
committed to making a difference in the lives of children and families; and, second, to
provide a context in which to make tough. choices about how . to spend limited public and ©
. private dollars. Initiatives, however, can become so bogged down in the minutiae of creating
a framework that this becomes an end in itself—the list becomes more unportant than the
decision-making that it is mtended to affect.
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. Some states and localities, however, are meiking notable progress. No jurisdiction is yet
at the point where results routinely' and consistently drive how public and not-for-profit

budgets are managed and .services are designed, but several strategies appear promising.

Experience suggests that effective initiatives begin building connections between the
framework process and the budget process at the earliest stages of their work. They develop
and apply progressively more sophisticated tools, and they implement specific, often
mcremental strategies for operationalizing the link between results and budgets.

Forge Connections Early
Results and indicators should not be developed in a vacuum. Parallel developments in state
and local governments, as well as in. other major institutions, regarding allocations” and

" budgeting need to be taken.into account. In a growing number of jurisdictions, for example

agencies are being required to develop performance measures. Initiatives need to find ways
to ensure that state players are aware of statewide results and indicators and that they see the

relationship between these measures and their own agency-requirements. Making these ’
* connections can begin with issues as basic as who's involved—by mcludmg budget staff and

the financial community from the onset.

. In Georgia,' members of the Results Accountability Task Force included a former
director of the Governor’s Budget Office. ‘Having been closely involved with earlier
efforts to mplement performance-based budgeting, he helped the group grasp the
difference between agency-level performance measures and statewide results. The

Task Force then worked with people responsible for developing state budget
instructions in order to agree on common definitions and to see how the two-

processes could fit together.

_ Setting expectations that results will be used as guidélines. in’ developmg agency
" spending plans is a necessary but insufficient strategy for tying results to budgets. Budget
appropriations should eventually be approved on the basis of how directly they respond to -
key indicators. Other papers in this series will explore how this can be done. But even in the .
. early stages of moving toward results-based budgeting discussed in this paper, it is clear that .
making the link between results and budgets reqmres strong leadersl'up and explicit budget _
tools.

. Leadership in Multnomah County, Oregon for exa'mple‘ has used the annual co{mty

budget to formalize the county’s commitment to making progress on specific, -

“urgent” indicators. The county budget document has been used to show the
relationship between results, indicators, strategies, and the county’s current and

future funding agenda. Although these relationships are not yet deeply embedded in ‘
the county budget development process, forging these early links strengthens the -

county s ablhty to make the longer-term transition to results—based budgetmg

Develop and Refine Indicator Tools

A simple results-and-indicators list—no matter how pohtxcally credlblt.hls not' powerful
enough to drive the budget process by itself. Conscious efforts must be made to use the list
as the basis for developing a set of tools that are strong enough to reshape decision-making.

In its' first and simplest iteration, a list of results and indicators can be used to inform an
annual status report—a single-point-in-time description of community well-bemg on selected

measures. Many initiatives are working at this level. ‘At a'second level of work, baseline
measures and historical trends can be added to put current conditions in perspective and to
develop -the framework’s ability to forecast trends if current.conditions continue. Ata third
level of work, the framework can be used to track progress against baseline measures on a
frequent basis. ~ This guide concentrates on the first level of apphcahon Itis mportant
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- however, that jux_'isdictions recogxiize the hnportance of systematically,reﬁning their efforts .
~.and c’reatively using, rather than statically revering, the frameworks that they have created.

\ Work Incrementally -

_ In most-cases, tangible links between results and budgets are best forged mcrementally '
Some ]ul'lSdlCthl’lS may have the political will and management capability to begin shifting

" their entire budget to résults-based accountability all at once. ‘Many: others may wish to begin
by earmarking a portior of available funding to a part1cular set of mdlcators or to channel
funds to localities'that agree to work on pnonty issues.

o - o When exphcxt strategies' are used to tie indicators to fundmg, there can often be
pronounced state action. In one state budget cycle in Oregon, for example, a pool of
_-some’ $100 million was created by across-the-board budget cuts initiated by executive
action. The legislature then reallocated funds to agencies whose budget proposals
addressed “urgent” indicators—those con51dered to be the state’s most pressmg

.‘problems A notable shift in priorities occurred as a result..

‘e _In another focused effort, Oregon created a Commission on Chxldren and Families to .
coordinate state-level child and family policy and local service delivery : around 11
-'state-spec1f1ed indicators. It disbursed approximately one percent of the ‘total state

_ human resource budget in discretionary funds to local commissions, in each of the
. state’s 36 counties. Local commissions.set their own priorities. They can use state
funds however they decide, 'as long as their local service system plans emphasize .
wellness and are ahgned w1th one or more of the 11 child and famﬂy mdxcators that - -
- they select.” : :

. Leadershlp ongmatmg at the local level can also push the envelope toward results- ’
based decision-making. In. Rochester, New: York, partners . in the ‘Change -
' Collaboratlve signed a joint agreement to begin using, results ‘and indicators to
allocate resources in their respective.systems. ‘Instead of funding agencies, the
--United Way is conducting a pilot project designed to fund results. First, it created a "
‘pool of money from performance-related and across-the-board- budget- cuts. Then it .
made additional funds available to high-performing agencies to apply toward
activities focused on selected results and indicators. County government, another
partner in the Change Collaboratlve is also starting to'take action. " Its Youth Bureau .
- . has-'made focused attenhon on spec1f1c commumty indicators a prerequisite for
awarding contracts. o »

"-Question #9: How Can We Make. Sure that the Process Keeps Moving Forward? -

_ States and localities workingto adopt a- list of results and -indicators need to remember that
an effective framework is intended to be revised and updated frequently. While a politically
credible list of results and indicators must be a sensitive reflection of essential community .
values, a first-round effort does not need to be a perfect informational tool. ' And, given the -
imperfect state of knowledge and available data—as well as changing community.

o cu'cumstances—-lt won't be. An ongoing process is aimed at developing progresswely more
- accurate lnformatlon émbedded in increasingly more useful tools. - .

In many cases, for example scorecards that report data on results and mdlcators are
updated on an annual or biannual basis. This update by itself, however, is not enough to
ensure a dynamic and self-correcting process.  Some indicator ‘reports track the same
measures over several years, an approach taken to show trends over time across the same
measures. In some instances, however, reliance on an unchangmg set of measures may signal
a shift from “process to pro]ect” and work that has gone on “autopilot.” Unless the results

‘ and indicators used to create the scorecard are and continue to be the very best reﬂectlon of |

'
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-commumty desires and the most useful indicators by which to measure them, consistency 1s
~ probably no virtue. .

. As the state and local illustrations in this guide 'suggest, initiatives can do several thmgs
to ensure a constantly evolving and dynamic process. First, working -groups charged with
revising results and indicators are infused from time to time with new- participants who bring

fresh ideas, questions, and perspectwe Second, effective initiatives continue to refine their

understanding of how strategic planning and the budget procéss can be more closely linked.

Then they apply that knowledge. Third, initiatives continue to solicit input from groups atall -
"levels who use results. They are constantly looking for ways to measure what communities
. consider important. They think in terms of “next generation” indicators and how to measure

them, as well as looking for better data to measure indicators already in place. Fourth,
initiatives are not afraid to ask themselves hard questions and to open their process to public
scrutiny and improvement. An impressive example of this last strategy is described below.

e At the current Governor’s request, Oregon recently conducted a comprehensive

review of its reSults-and-indicators framework, based on public testimony, research -

by staff, and survey information from state agency directors and administrators. The
purpose was to recommend steps that should be taken to strengthen the state’s ability

to use results-based standards. .Several subcommittees of the citizen-based Oregon

Progress Board were asked to answer a series of key questions, includinig: 1) How

well have indicators been integrated into state policy frameworks? 2) Who is using
. the-indicators, and how can more users be encouraged? 3) Are the right numbers and

kinds of indicators being measured, how can they be presented more effectwely?

e The fmdmgs pointed to specific steps needed to strengthen Oregon’ s ability to use
indicators as a decision-making tool.” As.an example of Oregon’s continuous
improvement, action was taken and reflected in a revamped version of “Oregon
Shines,” the state’s strategic plan. The revision reduced the number of benchmarks
from 270 to 92 and focused state effort on. three top goals: creating and sustaining
high-quality jobs, caring communities, and healthy surroundings. This reconstituted
state plan and the benchmarks used to monitor progress in key areas have been

. embraced by some of the state’s most powerful public officials—and greatly improve
the chances that Oregon will increasingly use results and indicators in budget and

policy decisions. As one former. leg1slat1ve skeptlc declared, “This is a plan for the
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future of the state.

A CONCLUS.ION:

LESSONS LEARNED
This guide ends where it began, with a simple question: How do commumnes along with
their governments, make sure that they are providing the basic conditions that all children

‘need, not just to survive, but to flourish? Implementing that simple idea, given a set of

institutions that have not been well designed to answer the question, is a complex

'undertaking. It depends on a day-by-day process of reinvention. The following cautionary

advice, distilled from the experience of states and localities that are already well down the

road, may be helpful as new jurisdictions decide to. move forward.

¢ - Don’t Expect to Get It Right the First Time. Remember that an effective framework

_is both a product and part of an ongoing, strategic process. In selecting results and -

‘indicators, aim for the best approximation of “perfect” possible in the time allotted
~and then view feedback about imperfections as valuable field-research, Maintaining
a long-term view of the process helps participants to pace themselves and keep a
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: p051t1ve focus Recogmzmg in advance that there will be continuous opportumtles
for improvement and that other tools to help" decide -on particular programs and
strategies will be developed, also ‘makes it easxer to negot1ate broad agreement
among multiple spec1al interests. '

-, o  Watch Out for Techles' Craftmg a results and-mdlcators list is primarily a poht1cal'-
© ‘problem. Techmcal expertise is essential in collecting and interpreting data and
" “evaluating the extent to which- data for given. indicators are strong, reliable, and
. ‘accurate.. But the indicators finally selected must also be true to community values.
o Unswervmg allegiance to technical criteria may make for the most statistically sound -
. framework, but one that falls short as a powerful lever for community action. When' .
sufficiently strong data to measure indicators that communities ‘consider of great
importance are not available, strategic dec1srons about how to proceed should not be

made on techmcal grounds alone

. Dont Oversell. A results- and-mdlcators framework is only one tool in an overall .
strategic plan to improve conditions for children and families—not a panacea. Its
‘existence won’t automatically throw . a ‘switch that changes how people think,
. institutions operate, and budget decisions are- ‘madé: Be clear about what results and
R ... indicators cannot be expected to accomplish on their own, and_then spell out how
L " they can help. What they can do is to’ provide a directional compass to help
T | - -communities: keep focused on where they want to go; serve as-an anchor with which - .
to ground their work and develop other decision making tools; and act as magnets -
that encourage collaboration among diverse mterest groups. and sectors of the
‘commumty -

e Balance Input with Manageablhty Alm for a short posmve list of fundamentals s
" not an unattainable wish list or a checklist of every conceivable problem. Enough .
work has been done on results for children and- families so that communities do not °
have to start.from scratch to build a list that -is.uniquely their own. Begin with a
- working list; decidé on a limited ‘number of: mdlcators and a completion date; and
solicit focused - comments -from community groups who are respected in the
commumty and familiar with the issues. -

¢ Get Connected. The heart of results-based acc0untab111ty lies in tymg résults to -

°  budgets. Initiatives must link the broad range.of.efforts focused on improving the -
‘well-being of children at the local level ‘and then connect them to the support and
resources available only through state-level action. A dynarmc process provides for
Jocal variations. It develops spec1f1c strategies for linking statewide: results to
: : . community-based deClSIOIIS about what results are most 1mportant and how progress

ST should be made

Fmally, .people heed-to get connected with theLr peers around the country who are
workmg hard to make sure that all our children have a fair chance to succeed. As the stories”
in this report suggest there ‘are .growing numbers of people in states and localities facing-
similar challenges who'can learn from and help each other. We hope that you continue the
conversations begun in this document expand them and share your knowledge with others
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" APPENDIX

‘ Principles for Outcome Measurement for Family and Children’s Services
. Los Ang‘eles County

Outcomes and mdrcators should bé pract1cal and results-oriented, clearly 1mportant to

' the well-being. of children, and stated in terms that are understandable to the public.
- They should reflect the well-being of the. whole child, rather than focusmg on the parts .

served by specific service systems.

. The overall outcoimes sought should be expressed as pos1t1ve expressions of child well-

being, rather than the absence of negative conditions (i.e., good health rather than decreased :

©illness). However, many of the indicators that measure those outcomes will be phrased in
- the negatrve because that is how data is currently collected ; S :

.. .Since noone mdrcator captures the full d1men51ons of the outcomes sought, each outcome

should be measured by a set of mdrcators chosen from the most vahd and rehable data

3
¥

" Indicators should be selected to reflect the overall state of our children, not the state of
* the service delivery system, although 1mphcatrons for the improvement of the current.

systém of services should be derived. from the regular collection and analysxs ‘of service
delivery data.- Indicators should, where poss1ble reflect the outcomes of services for
families and children, and not just the exrstence of services. : :

1mt1al efforts should focus on a strateg1c set of outcomes and mdxcators that reflect

~ concerns’ shared by the entire' community, including policy-makers, service. provrders,
-and families. Efforts should begin with a limited number of outcomes and indicators that

focus on'child well-being, with the understandmg that in subsequent years mdrcators .

that reﬂect the well-bemg of families and communities may also be added

" The process of developmg appropnate and practical outcome measures that accurately o
reflect the state of the county’s children will be an evolutionary one, from. which thereis - .
. much to leam Perhaps one of the most important steps is the clarification of the cultural

and value foundations that underlie the process; the selection of outcomeés and -indicators
that, reflect goals shared by all groups is essential if the product is to be a meanmgful ,
picture of the state of the county’s ch11dren . :
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About The Fmance Pro;ect

, The Flnance PI’OjeCt is a nat|onal lnltlatlve‘to lmprove the’ effectrveness
efficiency, and equity of public-.and private-sector financing for education, other ™
_ children's services, ‘and community building and development. With leadership and
" support from a consortium of private foundations, The Finance Project was established
_in 1994 as an independent, non-profit organization. It undertakes an ambitious array of '
policy research and development activities, policy maker forums and publ|c educatlon
_actlvmes and support and techn|cal assrstance activities. - : :

:The work of The Flnance Prolect is aimed at lncreasrng knowledge and

. strengthening the capab|l|ty of communities, states, the federal government, non-.
governmental entltles and the private sector to implement promlslng strategies for .
generating necessary fiscal resources and improving the return on |nvestments |n e

o chrldren and thelr fam|l|es Its activities are intended to:

) .Examlne the ways in which governments at all levels and the' prlvate sector .
finance education and other supports and services for children (age 0-18)
and the|r families; .

‘ .« ldentlfy and- highlight structural and regulatory barriers that |mpede the , '
» . effectivenéss of programs, institutions, and services, as well ‘as other public- -
’ |nvestments aimed at promotlng children's growth ‘and development ’

K 'Outllne the characteristics of fir inancing strategies and related structural and
. " administrative arrangements that support improvements in education, other‘j‘ B
... children's services, and community bu|Id|ng and development;

e Identify promlslng approaches for implementing these: financing strategles at
the federal, state, and IocaI levels and assess, thelr costs, benef ts, and
feas|b|l|ty :

- ‘.., Highlight the necessary steps and cost requrrements of convertlng to new.
fi nancnng strategies; and o S

e Strengthen |ntellectual technlcal and pol|t|cal capablllty to |n|t|ate major long-'
term reform and restructurlng of fi inancing systems, as well as interim steps to
. overcome meff c1enC|es and |nequmes wrthln current systems :

The' Flnance Project’ s work is organlzed within three broad areas Actrvntles in’
each area build upon and inform the- others :

N Revnew and analysns of federal state, and local fi nancmg strategies for
N educatlon, other chlldren s servnces, and communlty bunldmg and development

Through a series of working papers and other studles The Flnance Project examlnes C
key issues and trends in'federal, state, and local fi fiscal capacity and public -expenditures



on behaif of children and their families and assesses strategies and chailengés for
generating fiscal resources, planning and budgeting ‘public expenditures, and measuring
" the impact of public investments. It also examines the implications of reievant statutes,
regulatory provisions, and judicial decisions for patterns of expenditure. Approxumately
40 studles have been conducted and published to date. -

_ II. Development of ideas, opt|ons and pollcy tools.
" The Finance Project organtzes and-convenes mterdlscuphnary worklng groups to

serve as development and- design teams for policy-relevant ideas, options, and tools for
~ financing reforms. Additionally, it initiates and participates in coliaborative’ efforts to

" mobilize the intellectual and technicai resources needed to bring about positive change. -

_ - The working groups bring together individuals and ideas from many domains to
identify and assess alternative approaches for generating necessary fiscal resources
and improving the return on public investments; to develop options for more effective
fiscal policies and streamlined administrative practices; and to design prototypes,
models, tools, and materials to support their implementation in the years ahead. Three

- working groups are developing tools and options-in the following areas:"

o Strategles for Generatmg Revenue for Education and Other Chlldren s
 Services; :

e Results-based Ptanning, Budgeting and Accountability Systems; and A

Flnancmg Comprehenswe Communlty -based Support Systems »
Add|t|ona| worklng groups formed as needed ‘ '

Led by the Finance Project, the Collaborative Initiative to Improve Financing for -
Young Children and Their Families, a group of national organizations, as well as
. selected state and local leaders who are involved in efforts to improve early childhood
. financing. -They have undertaken a series of related activities to build a.responsive
support and technlcal assistance capacity to’ help ‘reform-ready” states and communities
to advance their agendas: - :

o Clarify issues that are unique to fi fnancmg community supports and servnces
- for young children and their families;

- e ldentify and assess promising reform strategies; -

. Develop and distribute relevant policy tools.,_ ’
. Promotion of improvements in financing systems and strategies

The Fmance Project reaches out to an array of auduences that are cr|t|ca| players
in‘the change process—including federal, state, and local officiais; educators, human
service providers, and community organizers in non-profit and quasi-governmentali
~ organizations; business and union leaders; academic scholars and foundation -
executivés; and the media. The-Finance Project has created a valuable central -
intelligence capability on financing issues and strategies, as well as a rich support and
technicai assistance resource for' reform ready"” states and communities. Drawmg on
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the knowledge and tools that-are belng produced, the project's staff consultants and
worklng group members work directly with state and communlty leaders in several ways: .

o Facrlltatlng direct connections with peers and experts who have relevant .
' knowledge expertise, and experience. :

. Prov1d|ng on-site learning. opportunltles.‘ 4
e 'Producmg ta|Iored "how to" materials. (

e -Creatlng Iearn|ng clusters

In September 1997, The Flnance Project was awarded a contract from the Child -

'Care Bureau of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services to work with the .

Families and Work Institute and the National Governor's Association to provrde

- information and technical assistance to state child care administrators as they
.work. with businesses, philanthropic organ|zat|ons and other groups to. build. and susta|n.
. partnershlps Initial activities will . : : _

e - Identify and track ex1st|ng practlces for promotlng publlc prlvate partnershlps
at both the state and community IeveIs S , :

o 'Develop a series of written technlcal asslstance materrals to gU|de the
"formatlon and |mplementat|on of successfuI public- pnvate partnerships;.and.

) Provude periodic updates to state ch|Id care grantees about |nformat|on R
- coIIected and produced :

“The Flnance Prolect extends the work of many other organ|zat|ons and blue- . ., h
ribbon groups that have presented bold.agendas for improving 'supports and services for

. children and families.. It is creating the vision for a more rational approach to-generating

and investing.resources in education, other supports and services.for children arid

_families, and communities. It is developing ideas, options, and policy tools to actively:
- foster positive change through broad-based systemic reform, as well as through more- -

incremental steps to improve the effectiveness, effi iciency, -and equity of current systéms. '
It also provides support and technical assistance to “reform ready” states, communities,
and initiatives engaged in efforts to aI|gn their financing systems wuth their po||cy and -~

i _program reform agendas.

For more |nformat|on about The Finance’ PrOJect and |ts act|V|t|es pIease contact: '

'Cheryl D. Hayes Executive Dlrector
' The Finance Project’
1000 Vermont Avenue, NW, Suute 600
. * "Washington, DC 20005 - '
202/628-4200 '
- 202/628-4205-(Fax) -
» mfo@ﬁnanceprolect org (E- ma|I)
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